
Q134
Please explain why you have not reported this potential lapse in scientific integrity.

1

The delay in the release of data and information is often because 
the study does not align with the current administration's 
priorities. It is not clear if reporting will help with this.

2

Didn't have any hope that the delay would be relieved that way.
3 I am not privy to the details of how the change was made and no 
longer work in that area.

4 fear of retribution
5 Decision to choose which battles should fight for.
6 These were on very large projects that already had active IG 
investigations.  It also felt like it wouldn't be worthwhile because 
having seen so many people get rolled by political leadership.  My 
1st and 2nd line supervisors were always supportive and the 
decisions were out of there hands already.

7 because I am not confident that the  would do anything.(b) (6)







19

I explained in my previous response how there was little physical 
evidence that would support my concerns, so I wasn't about to 
expose myself to risk by reporting things that could then be 
rebutted as personal opinion or the political agenda of a staff 
member.  Plus, the independent mechanisms for enforcing 
scientific integrity at the agency (e.g., Congress) didn't seem to be 
working, so it appeared that speaking up would only bring 
reprisals with little risk of improvement.

20 Fear of retribution  Knowledge of the limited ability of the EPA 
 to do any thing about it   Knowledge 

that senior management does not want dissent
21 I was concerned about retaliation.
22 Did not realize what had happened until well afterward, and di 

not believe that  reporting would result in anything.
23 I only recently learned about the EPA's office geared towards 

scientific integrity.

(b) (6)





29 In one case , the 
direction came from senior career leadership, and the nature of 
the scientific information and delay did not significantly affect 
anyone's ability to make decisions about protecting human health 
or the environment. In other words, it was not worth the effort to 
report it and deal with the fallout from reporting it.   In another 
case, I knew the incident had already been reported, so it was not 
necessary to report it myself.

30 Time consuming; too heavy of a burden having a full time work 
load; reporting, as individuals, are not well received.  Almost 
discouraged.

31 I have been treated differently before and my professional role 
has been reduced to admin duties instead of what I should be 
doing.

32 I am not the primary expert nor do I have sufficient scientific 
training.

(b) (5)









46 It occurred at the end of the administration and I left it to my 
managers to report the lapse in scientific integrity.

47 Only occurred during internal discussions. No final Agency action 
taken

48 It was already a highly visible situation
49 Fear of retaliation
50 I felt afraid of retaliation. My whole team ended up leaving the 

division.







59

Overall, in my opinion, these concerns did not alter the overall 
safety finding related to the actions.  Any action about scientific 
integrity would slow productivity and reflect negatively on the 
program.  This is not to imply that an enquiry would be negative 
itself but it is a time consuming process and time is a limited 
commodity in the realm of scientific review at the Agency.

60 I am not one of the scientists whose work is being impacted by it 
and feel like I do not have enough of the details to make a real 
allegation

61 Things get delayed all the time, and it was never overtly said in 
front of me by an individual responsible that it was for a non-
appropriate reason.

62

what good would it do.. it likely is an 'order' from way above me..i 
figure in the end, its up to the public to voice their opinion..then 
maybe we can do something about it..we are public service right



63 It was reported by others and kept quiet although true
64 The issue had gone up the chain of command at the region and 

Headquarters. It was sat on by Headquarters for some time.  I 
didn't report because it was eventually resolved.

65 I did not think it would do any good and feared I would be tagged 
as a troublemaker.

66

I was told that the Handbook did not address the violations I 
reported. To be fair, I don't think anyone could have anticipated 
the types of abuse that we were witnessing at that time.

67 The same type of Management which does not recognize 
employees equally, only an elect few.

68 Did not trust past administration
69 prefer not to.
70 the appointee had already been widely reported to have 

interfered but nothing was done



71 It would not have changed anything and would have ended my 
career

72 It was either reported by other people or there was a culture that 
the decision was a policy decision that while we and others might 
not agree with that direction, it was a decision made by higher-
ups that we couldn't change.

73 Everyone knew the  and 
there was no point.

74 I don't feel that employees at EPA will respect different 
interpretations of data that conflicts with certain narratives

75 Honestly, it wasn't worth the potential exposure and possible 
indirect retribution.  The decisions that were made ultimately did 
not result in a significant lapse in the Agency's responsibilities to 
the environment, but there was a conflict of interest and less than 
justifiable set of decisions that were made and have recently been 
corrected.

(b) (5)



















109

it seemed like everyone knew it was happening already. I'm not 
sure it would have changed the results. Kind of a grey area.

110 Did not know this kind of thing was reportable.
111 political decision to delay - it was obvious
112 I was not aware it could be reported.
113 Expectation of futility, fear of reprisal
114

There has been no real expectation of any action, especially over 
the last 3 and a half years. It is unreasonable to expect a staff 
scientist, even a senior scientist to risk their career by challenging 
a manager in permanent position that was planted in that position 
by a political appointee. And yes, that manager is still there.

115

Perpetrators are never punished and the person who spends the 
time to report it are labeled as problem people by management.  
It is never worth it for the person to report the issue.





120 I lack collective bargaining protections and have no reliable 
recourse absent private attorney to help me file a formal 
complaint. It was easier to go along with the direction I received 
than fight an indifferent institution. I didn't want to be a 
"grievant" and had no confidence that anyone would take my 
side.





124 Technically, I was no longer part of that project.  I thought it was 
outside my swim lane.  I still wonder.

125 The  has suffered so many lapses and threats from political 
appointees, career management, and its own staff, over the past 
several years that reporting on the scientific integrity 
shortcomings is just a small drop in a larger narrative of an 
endangered program.

126

fear of retaliation and belief that nothing would be done about it
127 Technically beyond the 2 year conflict of interest term guidance 

but had adverse impact on review
128 Throughout my time at EPA, I have only had bad things happen to 

me when I brought something up that managers didn't want to 
hear.  When the , any staff below her, or even 

 has been here, management was present and 
speaking out would only put a target on me!

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)











143 My upper manages were aware of the situation and we were all 
doing our best to prevent it or minimize the impact.

144 Because I do not trust that there won't be retaliation. I do not 
trust that it is anonymous. I already have enough retaliation in my 
office to my face by my management for standing up for my 
scientific principles.

145 Fear of retaliation.
146 I elevated my concerns to my management team, and did not feel 

I could go beyond them without retaliation.
147 I don't know how
148 Fear of retaliation.
149

Because the bar for evidence is set high and I would be fired if I 
did not comply. Integrity is one thing, breaking the law in my 
opinion is the bar for reporting and the issues were murky enough 
to not warrant a complaint. Also, there is never resolution from 
EPA on any issues only from outside (b) (6)







161 Because I have never witnessed even a single case of the 
improvement in the situation after a case was reported, but 
hundreds of instances where retribution was extracted over the 
past 

162 I was not directly involved in the process.
163 Fear of retaliation by management

(b) (6)







173 Sometimes IT policies conflict with the collection of data by 
dictating how IT equipment can be used. Some types of data 
collection isn't compatible IT policies and/or software.

174 EPA's political leadership
175 These concerns were primarily about political appointees
176 Because the media was covering the Trump Administration's 

denial of climate change and other environmental information 
every day.  Everything was known to everyone.

177 mistrust of scientific integrity program, fear that retaliation will 
occur despite what you say here

178 Fear of retributions.
179

Honestly, I didn't think it would change anything nor did I believe 
it wouldn't have negative implications for my career. i still don't.

180 Because it would not have made any difference.



181 Because the scientific integrity process, as explained to me would 
have involved discussion with the very decision makers who did 
not want to use the information in the first place.  I doubt it would 
have been fruitful and there was no time to engage in lengthy 
discussions due to regulatory time lines.

182 I wasn't sure if it actually raised to the bar of being an issue.
183 Fear of reprisal - I see what type of behavior gets rewarded.
184 Fear of reprisal/ retaliation.
185 The incident took place close to the election and it was assumed 

that potential change in administration would result in changes in 
the practices causing the delay.







195

Staff level scientific and policy recommendations were provided 
with appropriate support. Those were ignored and different 
decisions were made by EPA HQ upper management. There was 
no clear manner in which to hold those political appointees 
accountable. And I was always afraid of retribution by political 
appointees and the prior administration.

196 fear
197 Too much workload and fear of retribution.
198 dismissed by leadership -
199 I was told by another person on the project that there was a 

memo saying there wasn't a conflict of interest so didn't raise 
further.

200

When you are new to the Agency, in a situation of a difference of 
opinion, you might not want to make any waves.

201 It is not in my direct work, only seen throughout agency



202 Some violations are very public facing and well known. Reporting 
others would harm my career.

203

Because I assumed someone else would and the management at 
 hinted that this lapse in scientific integrity would be 

dealt with in time, even though the final decision had been made 
at the . The EPA decision has since been "clarified" 
with consultation from regional EPA subject matter experts 
(during the new administration).

204 Most staff generally have no trust in  to 
carry out a legitimate scientific integrity complaint processing, 
they are career officials protecting managers, so staff don't bother 
reporting violations.

205 recently occurred. still trying to discern the significance of the 
lapse.

206 Fear of reprisal

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



207 It would have been a second hand account to matters I was not 
directly involved in.

208 Fear of retribution. I am not in a position where I can make waves. 
Fear of losing my job.  I left, and that was the best thing that I 
could do for my own wellbeing.

209 fear of retaliation
210 Did not realize it was scientific integrity issue when supervisors 

take long time to clear products 
211

I was the only EPA staff person directly working on it, besides my 
acting branch chief, and it would have been obvious who had 
made the report.  The was already furious at me and made 
that apparent at every event where we both attended.

(b) (6)

(b) (6)







219 I was unaware we had an office of scientific integrity to 
report it to.  In addition, it was public knowledge and there were still no 
repercussions. "Since 2009, he [Andrew Wheeler] represented the coal 
producer Murray Energy,[20] privately owned by Robert E. Murray, a 
supporter of President Trump.[21] Murray Energy was Wheeler's best-
paying client, paying at least $300,000,[4] and possibly as much as 
$3,300,000[22] during the period 2009–2017. Wheeler lobbied against the 
Obama administration's climate regulations for power plants and also 
sought to persuade the Energy Department to subsidize coal plants.[3] 
Wheeler set up a meeting between Murray and Energy Secretary Rick 
Perry in March 2017; at the meeting, Murray advocated for the rollback of 
of environmental regulations and for protections for the coal industry.[4]
[23]"  [3] Wolff, Eric (May 5, 2018). "Pruitt's replacement 'should scare 
anyone who breathes'". Politico (updated July 5, 2018). Retrieved July 5, 
2018.[3] [4] Mufson, Steven (2018-07-05). "Scott Pruitt's likely successor 
has long lobbying history on issues before the EPA". Washington Post. 
Retrieved 2018-07-05. [20] "Trump to name coal lobbyist as deputy EPA 
chief: report". The Hill. March 16, 2017. Retrieved August 25, 2017. 
[21]"Trump to tap longtime coal lobbyist for EPA's No. 2 spot". The 
Washington Post. September 29, 2017. Retrieved August 25, 2017.    





223 Because I was strongly urged not to because of the political 
climate against dissent, the strong potential for retaliation, and 
the frequent favoritism displayed by decision makers.

224 It was being handled by OIG
225 Aware that others had done so already
226 .  Remaining anonymous 

would have been next to impossible.
(b) (6)





230 There was no point.  We spent 2019 and 2020 in a culture of 
intimidation.  Reporting would not have changed anything

231 It would be covered up.
232 retaliation would occur
233 managers' where following the administration from the president 

down where suppressing everything. Things were done at the 
staff level but they would be paralyzed at some higher levels. you 
can't swim against the correct plus I'm at the lowest level in the 
chess board

234 These were at a national level and commented on public 
proposals were not addressed.

235 the previous administration acted in an authoritarian method.  
Not much to do about that.  The career staff and management 
seemed to be in a fearful survival mode and actions were clearly 
being influenced by their concern for upward momentum or 
termination.



236 It wasn't clear if it was policy or scientific integrity as the technical 
matter was not altered, but the report was not released as a 
policy decision.

237 N/A
238 It wouldn't have changed anything and would have hurt my 

career.







245 Scared of repercussions.
246 Too busy
247 People who caused this issue are no longer with the Agency.
248 I consulted the scientific integrity official for the region. Based on 

that conversation, I was able to more effectively push back on 
pressure from an  attorney who was trying to overrule my 
teams technical opinion. I have also used a similar approach when 

 sought to disregard my team's 
scientific judgements.

249 Did not believe anything would come out of it.
250 I was a bystander, and the individual who was bullied did not want 

to elevate it.

(b) (6)

(b) (6)





253

did not know there was a mechanism for doing so, did not think 
that it would be taken seriously, did not think it was worth it since 
decisions came from so high up in political management, fear of 
retaliation, fear of fallout that could make things hard on my 1st 
and 2nd line managers who were not in an easy position and were 
just trying to do their jobs even though they chose to follow 
orders to compromise scientific integrity to keep political 
management and state government partners happy

254

didn't think it would result in any action it was an issue that was 
not just mine to report; other staff more directly involved would 
have more standing to report it.  was worried about retaliation

255 The implications of the potential lapses were minor-to-
nonexistent given that the data was not being used for any 
products. It would also be impossible to not be known as the 
reporter.





259 It came directly from the White House and HQ.
260 It was not me but my longtime colleagues/friends that 

experienced the lapses in scientific integrity.
261 Under the previous administration it honestly just felt pointless to 

report. The Agency decision makers had demonstrated lapses in 
scientific integrity publicly and daily. It didn't seem like there was 
any way my reporting could make any difference under the 
circumstances.

262 Political SES has left agency and trying to get Career Officials to do 
right thing to reverse Administrator Decision

263

Publicly available data is obfuscated in clumsy data formats. EPA 
chose not to modernize to make them easier to use. Why not 
report? It's very mild, in a gray area, and who has the time?







273 My schedule is terribly hectic and I have not had time to think 
through whether my experiences warranted reporting.

274 Affect on career. Hassle. Would distract from other obligations. 
Hope that outside groups would identify lapses.

275 I consulted with ethics staff and realized there would be no real 
recourse given the political leadership. That consideration plus 
time pressures made me not report




